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8o General Notfes.

Astragalinus psaltria mexicanus RIDGWAY, Proc. U. 8. Nat. Mus. III,
Aug. 27, 1880, 177.
531. Astragalinus lawrencei (Cassix).
Astragalinus lawrenceii Rinéway, Proc. U. 8. Nat. Mus. III, Aug. 27,
1880, 177.
The remaining species ranged under Sp/nas in the A. O. U. Check-List
should remain in that genus. — RoBERT Ripsway. Waskington, D. C.

Lapland Longspur (Calcarius lupponicus) in Massachusetts in Win-
ter. — The ~tatement that there is but one winter record of the Lapland
Longspur in New England (Brewster's Minot’s Land and Game Birds
of New England, page 194) makes it interesting to record a second occur-
rence. The record above was at Brandon, Vermont. February 21, 1S79.
On February 22. 1893. Myr. II. F. Kendall of Cambridge, Mass.. shot a
Longspur (unsexed) among a flock of Horned Larks at Duxbury, Mass.
There were two Longspurs in the flock feeding on the beach, but one
separated from the Larks as they flew up. and could not be found. The fact
that the birds were in winter plumage among a flock of Horned Larks,
would seem to show that they could hardly have been early migranis.
The specimen that was shot is in Mr. Kendall’s collection. — MiNoT
Davis. Ca;u/?l'l}lgc, Mass.

Henslow's Sparrow in Ontario.—1 have to record the first capture of
Ileaslow’s Sparrow « dmmodramus kenslozwii . in Canada. and its pres-
ence in fair numbers at different locaiities. .\t the north of the Thames
River (Lake St. Clair) two were taken on May 2¢. and June 12,1898 while
neir Sarnia, forty miles north. on July 2. two more were shot. Altogether
abott twelve specimens were seen ahd heard, and it seems probable that
they are regular breeders in the western end of Ontario, their unobtrusive
Liahils aecounting for their not having been presviously noted.

The birds were 41l in wet meadows not far from marshy gronnd. and
while not particularly wild. were <o difficult to see on the ground. and
~0 ~uy of exposinz themselves above it, that we <aw probally onlv a
few of those uctually present. — W. E. SACNDERS. London, Ont.

On the Gzneric Name Aimophila versus Peucaa —In 4 focthote on
ye 22600 - he Aux for Juls. 1SS, Texpressed my inability = 1o discover
rite Pencaa tren Aimofhila, unless the

any charncers suthicielt 1o sepa
foryer he restricted to 2. @stivalis. P. bottere. and P. cassini.”  After
careful reconsideration of the matter. I am only the more firmly con-
vinced that the generic name _dZnophila must be used for Ammodramus
rupiceps Cassin, and its subspecies. together with Peucea carpalis Coues.
Some doubt exists as to the latter, the relationship of which is without
doubt closer to Asmophila sumickhrasti Lawrence than to any other species ;
but in any event, P. carpalis is not a Pencwa, and since it must be
removed from the last named genus (in event of its recognition as dis-




